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REMARKS 

In the above-referenced Office action, the drawings were objected to because Figure I 
was labeled "Background" instead of "Prior Art". A corrected drawing sheet in compliance with 
37 CFR 1.121(d) was required. In response, a corrected drawing sheet of Figure 1 labeled 
"Replacement Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1. 121(d) is being submitted herewith for the 
Examiner's review and acceptance. Accordingly, the objection to the drawings should be 
withdrawn. 

In the same Office action, independent claim 1 and claims 2-3, 8, 9, and 11-12 dependent 
therefrom and independent claim 13 and claims 14-15 and 20 dependent therefrom were all 
rejected as being anticipated by U.S. patent 5,799,258, Fidanza et al. In addition, dependent 
claims 4-7 from claim 1 and dependent claims 16-19 from claim 13 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fidanza et ai. in view of an internet article entitled 
"DX Specialty Controls Master Remote", hereinafter referred to as "DX article". Further, in the 
same Office action, dependent claim 10 was rejected under 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fidanza in view of the DX article and a U.S. patent 5,248,007, Watkins et al. 

In response to the aforementioned rejections, claims 1-5, 7-10, 13-14, 16-17 and 19-20 
were amended to render the recitation thereof novel and patentably distinguishable over the cited 
references referenced above. Support for these amendments are found in Figures 2, 4, and 5C-5F 
and the associated text of the specification. 

Incidentally, it was noticed that there were two claim 3's in the originally filed set of 
claims of Applicant's copy of the instant application. Since the Examiner made no mention of 
the second claim 3, Applicant is concerned that perhaps Applicant's copy may be different than 
the Examiner's copy. Applicant has cancelled the second claim 3 in the order presented in the 
originally filed claims. If the Examiner's copy does not include the second claim 3, please ignore 
the above instructions to cancel. 

Applicant traverses the rejection of the amended and remaining claims of the instant 
application and offers the following remarks in support of this position. 
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Fidanza et al. is directed to a wheelchair monitoring system comprising a joystick unit 
enclosed in a housing 70 with an integral display 66 and a number of pushbutton switches 68 and 
78. The joystick unit interfaces with the wheelchair via an information mechanism 72 which is 
adapted to depict on the display 66 the distance traveled by the wheelchair upon a first 
depression of switch 68 and the speed of the wheelchair upon a subsequent depression of switch 
68. Other parameters which may be depicted on display 66 by depression of switches 78 include 
stop watch time, clock time, odometer reading and a resetable trip meter reading, (refer to col. 5) 
There is no mention of any battery operational parameters being displayed. 

The DX article is directed to a master remote unit for wheelchair functions including a 
text display which prompts the user through different mode options. The article describes various 
control methods such as Joystick plus Mode button control, and Joystick only control, for 
example. In the Joystick plus Mode button control, a Mode button on the master remote is used 
to select the desired mode, then any input device, such as a joystick is used to drive the 
wheelchair, (refer to button of page 1) In the Joystick only control, the joystick may be used to 
both select the desired mode and then, control the operation of the wheelchair in the selected 
mode, (refer to the top of page 2) Note that the joystick is used only for mode selection of the 
wheelchair. 

Watkins et al. is provided to show a display with multiple lines of text/graphics. 

In contrast, amended claim 1 recites, in substance, a programmed controller operative to 
monitor a plurality of operational parameters of the wheelchair battery, a joystick unit, and a 
display screen integral to the joystick unit, wherein the programmed controller is operative to 
interact with the joystick unit to display a user selected battery operational parameter of the 
plurality on the display screen of the joystick unit. Also, amended method claim 13 recites, in 
substance, the steps of monitoring a plurality of operational parameters of the wheelchair battery, 
utilizing the joystick to select a battery operational parameter of the plurality, operating the 
programmed controller to interact with the joystick unit to display the selected battery 
operational parameter of the plurality on the display screen of the joystick unit. 

None of the cited references, Fidanza et al., the DX article or Watkins et al., either 
individually or in combination, teach or suggest the monitoring of a plurality of battery 
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operational parameters, using a joystick to select a battery operational parameter of the plurality, 
and/or a programmed controller that is operative to interact with the joystick unit to display a 
user selected battery operational parameter of the plurality on the display screen of the joystick 
unit as recited, in substance, in amended independent claims 1 and 13. Accordingly, amended 
claims 1 and 13 are novel and patentably distinguishable over the aforementioned cited 
references, either taken individually or in combination. 

Since the dependent claims of independent claims 1 and 13 include all of the limitations 
of their respective parent claims, they are also novel and patently distinguishable over the cited 
references for at least the same reasons as their respective parent claims. In addition, such 
dependent claims recite numerous claim limitations which render them novel and patentably 
distinguishable over the cited references independent of their respective parent claims. For the 
sake of brevity, such limitations will be not be set forth in this response, but will be further 
specified in depth in a subsequent response should the examiner maintain a rejection of these 
claims. 

Since the amended and remaining claims of the instant application have been shown to be 
novel and patently distinguishable over the cited references, of record, the rejections thereof 
should be withdrawn. 

The remaining references not cited against the claims were reviewed and found not to 
materially affect the patentability of the amended and remaining claims of the instant application. 

In view of the above, the instant application is considered in condition for allowance, and 
therefore, an early issuance thereof is earnestly solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 




William E.Zitelli / 
Reg. No. 28,551 U 
Attorney For Applicants 
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